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BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY f 
ROBERT T. KENNEY, DIRECTOR 
FENWAY PROJECT, MASS. R-115 


Site Preparation Contract 9A-CDBG - Permission to Award Contract 


On March 10, 1976 bids were opened on Site Preparation Contract No. 9A-CDBG in the 
Fenway Urban Renewal Area. A copy of the Bid Tabulation is attached. The Engineers, 
Universal Engineering Corp., final estimate was $933,605.00. 


The lowest responsible bidder was Tricolor Corporation with a bid in the amount of 
$799,490.25, 


The work consists of the reconstruction of Westland Avenue, St. Stephen Street, 
Symphony Road, St. Botolph Street, Public Alleys 404, 807, 819, 821, 822 and 901. 
Also included is the reconstruction of Sidewalks, drainage, street lighting, tree 
plantings and other appurtenant work. The work in this contract is in accordance 
With the Fenway Urban Renewal Plan. 


A check on the company's bank reference (South Shore National Bank) was found to 


be satisfactory. A further check was also made with other agencies that Tricolor 
has performed work for, City of Boston Public Facilities Department, Mass. Port 
Authority and has been prequalified to perform contracts up to $1,800,000.00 by 
the Mass. D.P.W., all replies were favorable. 


We have conducted an in depth analysis of the bid submissions as per the attached 
Bid Tabulation Vis-a-Vis the Engineer's Estimate and have determined there are no 
"abnormally high" or "abnormally low" unit prices in this bid. Although there 
initially appeared to be certain high and low unit prices, the reanalysis of all the 
unit prices bid by the nine (9) bidders resulted ear ny sence Tricolor's 
unit prices with the average of all the bidders, as opposed to comparing Tricolor's 
unit prices with our consulting-engineer's—estimate which was_initially approximately 
Comparing Tricolor's unit prices with the other actual bidders» 
unit prices indicate were not the abnormally high and abnormatty Tow prices 
[that ae auctor erga TaN This comparison with the average of the other 
idders is an appropriate norm, as there was substantial competition for this job. 


A further indication that Tricolor's bid did not contain actual highs and lows as 
Originally considered, is that fact using the basis of comparing the unit prices 

of each of the nine (9) bidders with our Original Engineer's Estimate would have 
resulted in an initial feeling that all of the nine bidders had comparable highs and 
lows, when in fact this does not exist. 


We have also received written assurances from Tricolor Corporation that in the event 
of any additional quantities required for those items that were originally considered 
on the high side, the contractor will abide by our lower unit price figures for these 
additional quantities as included in the Original engineer's estimate. 


It is, therefore, recommended that Site Preparation Contract No. 9A-CDBG be awarded to 
Tricolor Corporation, based upon the unit prices and the estimated quantities in the 
amount of $799,490.25 to be paid out of Community Development Block Grant Funds. 


VOTED: That Site Preparation Contract 9A-CDBG in the Fenway Project, Mass. R-115 be 
awarded to the lowest responsible bidder, Tricolor Corporation, based upon 
the unit prices bid and estimated quantities in the amount of $799,490.25 and 
the Executive Director is authorized to execute a contract in behalf of the 


Authority. 
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BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 


Tabulation el o1ds 


Mm PREPARATION CONTRACT ""9-A,'' FENWAY PROJECT, MASS. R-115 


4 


Opened and read aloud at the Office of the Boston Redevelopment Authority, 
City Hall, One City Hall Square, Boston, March 10, 1976 at Twelve O'Clock 


Noon, EST, 


PROPOSE DYGON ERA CTL BID SECURITY 
CONTRACTOR SUM CHECK 
Tricolor Corp. $ 799,490.25 $ 40,000.00 
John McCourt Company S18; 257235 ‘ | 41,000.00 
Cicconi Construction Corp. 861,065.00 ; x 43,100.00 
State Street Engineering Corp. 875,900. 00 -44,000.00-: 
ale Construction Co. 926, 500.00 46, 325.00 
Frank Frederick Construction Co. 988, 260. 00 50, 000.00 
Browning-Ferris Industries, Inc. 1,040, 280. 00 55-000¢.0.0 
William P, Capone Corp. L.f13.55 505700 56, 800.00 
mem. Buccella & Sons, Inc. re ee esis (8 ney 0) 69 750.00 
Engineering estimate------------ 933760500 
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BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORIETY ,. 
ROBERT T. KENNEY, DIRECTOR 


FENWAY PROJECT, MASS. R-115 
Site Preparation Contract 9A-CDBG - Permission to Award Contract 


On March 10, 1976 bids were opened on Site Preparation Contract No. 9A-CDBG in the 
Fenway Urban Renewal Area. A copy of the Bid Tabulation is attached. The Engineers, 
Universal Engineering Corp., final estimate was $933,605.00. 


The lowest responsible bidder was Tricolor Corporation with a bid in the amount of 
$799,490.25. 


The work consists of the reconstruction of Westland Avenue, St. Stephen Street, 
Symphony Road, St. Botolph Street, Public Alleys 404, 807, 819, 821, 822 and 901. 
Also included is the reconstruction of sidewalks, drainage, street lighting, tree 
plantings and other appurtenant work. The work in this contract is in accordance 
with the Fenway Urban Renewal Plan. 


A check on the company's bank reference (South Shore National Bank) was found to 
be satisfactory. A further check was also made with other agencies that Tricolor 
has performed work for, City of Boston Public Facilities Department, Mass. Port 
Authority and has been prequalified to perform contracts up to $1,800,000.00 by 
the Mass. D.P.W., all replies were favorable. 


We have conducted an in depth analysis of the bid submissions as per the attached 

Bid Tabulation Vis-a-Vis the Engineer's Estimate and have determined there are no 
"abnormally high" or “abnormally low" unit prices in this bid. Although there 
initially appeared to be certain high and low unit prices, the reanalysis of all the 
unit prices bid by the nine (9) bidders resulted in comparing Tricolor's unit prices 
with the average of all the bidders, as opposed to comparing Tricolor's unit prices 
with our consulting engineer's estimate which was initially approximately 20% off 

the low bid. This comparison with the average of the other bidders is an appropriate 
norm, as there was substantial competition for this job. A further indication that 
Tricolor's bid did not contain actual highs and lows as originally considered, is 

that fact using the basis of comparing the unit prices of each of the nine (9) bidders 
with our original Engineer's Estimate would have resulted in an initial feeling that 
all of the nine bidders had comparable highs and lows, when in fact this does not exist. 


We have also received written assurances from Tricolor Corporation that in the event 
of any additional quantities required for those items that were originally considered 


on the high side, Fe RTE PED CAR UMPRSEE SCPE ONES re pee te nana lgh for these 
additional quantitiescas included in the original engineer's esti sh 


ee, 


a 


It is, therefore, recommended that Site Preparation Contract No. 9A-CDBG be awarded 
to Tricolor Corporation, based upon the unit prices and the estimated quantities in 
: the amount of $799,490.25,-t8 be paid out of Community Development Block Grant Fun Sy 
ee ee ee Ae eg 
VOTED: That Site Preparation Contract 9A-CDBG in the Fenway Project, Mass. R-115 be 
awarded to the lowest responsible bidder, Tricolor Corporation, based upon 
the unit prices bid and estimated quantities in the amount of $799,490.25 and 
the Executive Director is authorized to execute a contract in behalf of the 


Authority. 
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March 10, 1976 


BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 


Tabulation of Bids 


Bee PREPARATION CONTRACT ''9-A,'' FENWAY PROJECT, MASS. R-115 


4 


Opened and read aloud at the Office of the Boston Redevelopment Authority, 
City Hall, One City Hall Square, Boston, March 10, 1976 at Twelve O'Clock 


Noon, EST. 


PROPOSED CONTRACT BID: SECURITY 
CONTRACTOR SUM CHECK 
Tricolor Corp. $ 799,490.25 $ 40,000.00 
John McCourt Company S1i8PZ57235 - | 41,000.00 
Cicconi Construction Corp. 861, 065.00 é 43,100.00 
State Street Engineering Corp. 875,900.00 -44,000.00: 
pape tian Construction Co. 926, 500.00 46, 325.00 
Frank Frederick Construction Coa. 988, 260.00 50, 000.00 
Browning-Ferris Industries, Inc. 1, 040, 280. 00 | 55,000.00 
William P, Capone Corp. 1,135, 505.00 56, 800.00 
Re As Buccella & Sons, Inc. 1198; 810. 50 59,°950. 00 
Engineering estimate------------ 933,605. 00 


' a ‘oh Arce 
ye 7 oh i } ' ud hay 
eas ye oR ie ang tants aes, | 
vi , ray sa Ta fated lie ins ited an! = ay 
d tb eh i'd f io J ‘ mn tol Aeerteay we Satna Ie Spigrene errs y Py 
7 ’ ; r ¥ ‘4 ; 
Vea ie Udo? Pee St er a he mag ee 
‘ 4 ot i ae : - hy ad ut! aes ry i 
‘ 7 ee ave ‘ “ope nes ot an ae Vi oh hep Wa be ok re 
ew ity! an oy Aa 2 re PENT) a Ny ee 
r 1a , ; i : A ig Sb 4 is pail empleo tlbldate fens ee eee aes 
4 o LE tA el nae a ae ee 
; i TA 4 4 
; rie sete. | i Ps 


Rin A iid as a Pineypeh wr! Yo allt ends te byatst han Pi tisk 
Pid bet 


i 


i . yi y vies “ > | 
mF 1 £2 Sa% Pee le Ge Me | nia 12: LRH, 4 PE uf 
. , ' 
, bad taal ys i 6 ; " 
A 7 
M 1 
‘ ~ ~” a a ae, ly tse ne ee oll 
6 Pe ee + et Alea on sty =per - de oly) ie — - . ee. ry 
oF 
j 
i é ‘ Ms 
q nee 
ing oy ‘ j nowy 7 i ‘ i 
i ; ) he AA a \ \ é oi a Nay ri 
J 
ay . ' + Fi ; i 
) ‘ bf) 
ies, in a * ii aa soar i ; , ” - ee ee RO oe PM + ~.oe 0 oe. 
; { y 
7 i 
, + ‘ r 2 
“4 oa Pai ; > 
i 4 aXe r a a ‘ ( 
ue ve 
as ’ vl 
4 ( My 6 bars 
a.’ : 
* 
> yr * f : a ee 
gh nh ao iy yea s ; i), ‘ 
ie 
> © 
‘ . - ' 
eon» ° 
. i OG 4.00% 3 ‘the boitsegiz 
; , 
” 
\ 7. - " 
; i i . y . : ' 
/ a. y= 4 i vy vie @ Lie Bie’ F hg £ 
t ‘ yy ae 
ark 
' Fisk 
‘ mye < ’ ye : 
f e b iy re ’ 5 Poe es: a | -~ 94 D a hee yey - 
¥\ i! ia 7 > » De a «Oe yi y Pi. Lely yi é 4 


April 15, 19765 @ 


BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
ROBERT T. KENNEY, DIRECTOR 


FENWAY PROJECT, MASS. R-115 
Site Preparation Contract 9A-CDBG - Permission to Award Contract 


On March 10, 1976 bids were opened on Site Preparation Contract No. 9A-CDBG in the 
Fenway Urban Renewal Area. A copy of the Bid Tabulation is attached. The Engineers, 
Universal Engineering Corp., final estimate was $933,605.00. 


The lowest responsible bidder was Tricolor Corporation with a bid in the amount of 
$799,490.25. 


The work consists of the reconstruction of Westland Avenue, St. Stephen Street, 
Symphony Road, St. Botolph Street, Public Alleys 404, 807, 819, 821, 822 and 901. 
Also included is the reconstruction of sidewalks, drainage, street lighting, tree 
plantings and other appurtenant work. The work in this contract is in accordance 
with the Fenway Urban Renewal Plan. 


A check on the company's bank reference (South Shore National Bank) was found to 
be satisfactory. A further check was also made with other agencies that Tricolor 
has performed work for, City of Boston Public Facilities Department, Mass. Port 
Authority and has been prequalified to perform contracts up to $1,800,000.00 by 
the Mass. D.P.W., all replies were favorable. 


We have conducted an in depth analysis of the bid submissions as per the attached 

Bid Tabulation Vis-a-Vis the Engineer's Estimate and have determined there are no 
“abnormally high" or "abnormally low" unit prices in this bid. Although there 
initially appeared to be certain high and low unit prices, the reanalysis of all the 
unit prices bid by the nine (9) bidders resulted in comparing Tricolor's unit prices 
with the average of all the bidders, as opposed to comparing Tricolor's unit prices 
with our consulting engineer's estimate which was initially approximately 20% off 

the low bid. This comparison with the average of the other bidders is an appropriate 
norm, as there was substantial competition for this job. A further indication that 
Tricolor's bid did not contain actual highs and lows as originally considered, is 

that fact using the basis of comparing the unit prices of each of the nine (9) bidders 
with our original Engineer's Estimate would have resulted in an initial feeling that 
all of the nine bidders had comparable highs and lows, when in fact this does not exist. 


We have also received written assurances from Tricolor Corporation that in the event 
of any additional quantities required for those items that were originally considered 
on the high side, the contractor will abide by our lower unit price figures for these 
additional quantities. 


It is, therefore, recommended that Site Preparation Contract No. 9A-CDBG be awarded 
to Tricolor Corporation, based upon the unit prices and the estimated quantities in 
the amount of $799,490.25. 


VOTED: That Site Preparation Contract 9A-CDBG in the Fenway Project, Mass. R-115 be 
awarded to the lowest responsible bidder, Tricolor Corporation, based upon 
the unit prices bid and estimated quantities in the amount of $799,490.25 and 
the Executive Director is authorized to execute a contract in behalf of the 
Authority. 
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March 10, 1976 


BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 


Tabulation of Bids 


SITE PREPARATION CONTRACT ''9-A,'' FENWAY PROJECT, MASS. R-115 


4 


Opened and read aloud at the Office of the Boston Redevelopment Authority, 
City Hall, One City Hall Square, Boston, March 10, 1976 at Twelve O'Clock 


Noon, so). 


PROPOSED CONTRACT BID SE GURELIsY 
Been sum CHECK 
Tricolor Corp. $ 799,490.25 $ 40,000.00 
John McCourt Company $18,257.35 ‘ | 41, 000. 00 
Cicconi Construction Corp. | 861, 065.00 A 43,100.00 
State Street Engineering Corp. 875, 900. 00 -44,000.00 : 
Bean Construction Co. 926,500.00 46, 325.00 
Frank Frederick Construction Co. 988, 260. 00 50, 000.00 
Browning-Ferris fnetietries sinc. 1,040, 280. 00 | 55,000.00 
William P, Capone Corp. 135,505.00 56,800.00 
R. A. Buccella & Sons, Inc. 1,198, 810.50 59,950.00 


Engineering estimate------------ 933, 605. 00 
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